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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

In re BRIDGESTONE/FIRESTONE, INC. )
ATX, ATX II AND WILDERNESS TIRES ) Master File No. IP 00-9373-C-B/S
PRODUCTS LIABILITY LITIGATION ) MDL No. 1373
____________________________________)
THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO               )
ALL ACTIONS                                              )
____________________________________)

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO PLAINTIFFS’ SUBMISSION
REGARDING PROPOSED CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER

Defendants Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. (“Firestone”), Bridgestone Corp.

(“Bridgestone”), and Ford Motor Company (“Ford”) (collectively “Defendants”) respectfully

submit this reply to “Plaintiffs’ Submission Regarding Case Management Order” (filed Dec. 22,

2000) (“Pl. Sub.”) to clarify several issues regarding Defendants’ proposal for federal court-state

court coordination.

In their Submission, Plaintiffs characterize Defendants’ coordination proposal as

an “unprecedented” and “bureaucratic” plan that is “ill-suited to the circumstances of this

litigation” and “would frustrate the purposes of this MDL proceeding by delaying discovery.”

(Pl. Sub. at 2.)  Plaintiffs also argue that judicially supervised coordination would violate the

Anti-Injunction Act and that coordination is, in any event, improper here, because the state court

cases are “mature.”  (Id. at 8-10, 14-15.)  Defendants respectfully submit that these contentions

are unfounded.

First, Defendants’ proposal for judicially supervised federal-state coordination

is supported by both common law and common sense.  Plaintiffs attempt to suggest that the

notion of court-sponsored coordination between federal and state courts is a newfangled,
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frivolous idea.  That suggestion is belied by the fact that the task force recently authorized by

Chief Justice Rehnquist to review mass torts litigation issues focused considerable energy on the

problems that arise where federal-state court coordination of pre-trial activities is not achieved.

Indeed, the lack of a mandatory, automatic coordination mechanism was cited in the task force’s

materials as a major problem: “Limits on the reach of the federal multidistrict litigation

procedure have allowed plaintiffs’ attorneys to avoid federal discovery controls by filing cases in

state courts.”  REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMM. ON CIVIL RULES AND THE WORKING GROUP ON

MASS TORTS TO THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE UNITED STATES AND TO THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE

OF THE UNITED STATES, Appendix C, at 16 (Feb. 15, 1999) (“TASK FORCE REPORT”).

A key solution identified in the task force materials is the increasingly common

practice of  “voluntary” coordination of pre-trial activities in federal and state courts:

In general, the state and federal judges who coordinated their activities found the
experience to have promoted “economy, efficiency, and consistency.”  Conditions
for effective coordination include appropriate, usually early, timing of the initial
contact, often by the federal judge; maintaining continuous contact throughout the
pretrial process; establishing a personal working relationship with the other
judges; and enlisting the aid of the attorneys in identifying related cases and
cooperating with each other.

Id. at 58 (citations omitted).  The report further notes that “[i]n a cooperative effort at the

national level, the Federal Judicial Center, the National Center for State Courts, and the State

Justice Institute have published a manual to guide state and federal judges in their relations with

each other in a variety of cases.”  Id. at 59 (citing MANUAL FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN

FEDERAL AND STATE COURTS (“COURTS MANUAL”) (Federal Judicial Center 1997)).

 As noted in Defendants’ Comments Concerning The Proposed Case Management

Order (filed Dec. 22, 2000) (“Def. Comments”), there are numerous examples of federal and

state courts engaging in the sort of pretrial coordination Defendants propose:
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• In In re Beverly Hills Fire Litigation, the federal and state court judges coordinated
all scheduling and pretrial activity.

• In In re Air Crash Disaster Near Chicago, Ill. Litigation, the state and federal court
judges devised a joint discovery program and exchanged information pertaining to
settlement efforts.

• In the Ohio asbestos cases, the federal and state court judges coordinated litigation of
about 130 cases, with the state court tracking the federal court’s formal case
management plan.

See William W. Schwarzer, et al., Judicial Federalism in Action: Coordination of Litigation in

State and Federal Courts, 78 VA. L. REV. 1689, 1701-07 (1992) (“Schwarzer”) (setting forth

case histories of coordination efforts in a number of mass tort and fraud cases).

Plaintiffs’ suggestion that most of the coordination examples cited by Defendants

involved coordination without judicial involvement is simply wrong.  In each of these cases, the

federal and state court judges worked together to effectuate coordination and issued orders

setting forth the parameters of such coordination.  For example, in In re Air Crash Disaster At

Sioux City, Iowa, the federal court judge issued several orders regarding coordination with the

related state court cases.  See, e.g., Order (dated Nov. 27, 1989) (“This Court shall coordinate

these proceedings with the parallel Sioux City disaster cases pending  . . . in the Circuit Court of

Cook County.  Counsel are requested to identify any state court judges handling other cases

arising from the Sioux City disaster, so that coordination efforts can be made.”) (cited in COURTS

MANUAL at 19).  Similarly, in the Brooklyn Navy Yard Asbestos Litigation, the federal and state

court judges issued complementary case management plans and coordinated their motion rulings

and all other pretrial matters.  Schwarzer, 78 VA. L. REV. at 1704-05.

Plaintiffs’ skepticism about the benefits of coordination is not shared by the many

judges who have written or commented extensively about the benefits to be gained from federal-



474728-1

state coordination.  In preparing his article, Judge Schwarzer interviewed state and federal judges

who had been involved in coordinated litigation to find out why they decided to pursue

coordination and whether their efforts had been successful.  Based on these interviews, Judge

Schwarzer found that judges “attempted intersystem coordination because they believed it would

promote economy, efficiency, and consistency,” and that looking back after the cases had been

resolved, the judges felt these goals had indeed been achieved.  Id. at 1732.  The federal and state

court judges interviewed by the authors of the COURTS MANUAL similarly lauded the benefits of

federal-state court coordination.  As one judge put it, “What conceivable sense is there in

having… lawyers appearing in two separate courts doing the same thing twice?”  See COURTS

MANUAL at 23.

Far from being risky or revolutionary, Defendants’ coordination proposal is a

commonsense approach for minimizing waste and expediting litigation.  It makes no sense to do

something twice (or, in this case, 200 times) when doing it once will suffice.

Second, Plaintiffs’ suggestion that “effective coordination” will be achieved

without judicial involvement is unrealistic.  Plaintiffs’ optimism about counsel’s ability to

achieve coordination without judicial involvement is not supported by the reality of this (or any

other) litigation.1  Indeed, it is clear that what Plaintiffs want is one-sided coordination – that is,

coordination only where it provides them strategic advantage.  As is detailed below, they wish to

ensure that any useful discovery or favorable discovery ruling obtained by a plaintiff in any case

inures to plaintiffs’ benefit in all cases.  But, at the same time, they wish to remain totally free to

                                               
1 Notably, while Plaintiffs state that the “case law is clear that voluntary coordination is a desirable
objective” (Pl. Sub. at 14), they fail to provide any actual case law supporting their dubious proposition that
voluntary efforts would be more effective than judicially supervised coordination.  In contrast, Defendants cited
several cases in their Comments in which the MDL Panel has aptly noted that coordination is not effective when left
to the devices of plaintiffs’ counsel.  (See Def. Comments at 5-6.)
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proceed separately whenever they see advantage in doing so (e.g., posing redundant discovery

requests, noticing executive level depositions over and over again in efforts to pressure

settlement, and relitigating discovery issues in multiple courts until they get the result they wish).

Indeed, many state court cases that are candidates for coordination remain in state court precisely

because plaintiffs’ counsel in those cases sought to avoid this coordinated proceeding.

Presumably, those attorneys will find it advantageous to compete against the federal cases during

the pretrial phases of this litigation and will not be amenable to coordination unless encouraged

by a state court judge.

Though Plaintiffs’ counsel have assured the Court that they are “engaged in

effective coordination with counsel in the related state court actions” (Pl. Sub. at 2), the record

indicates to the contrary.  For example, within the past month, Firestone and Ford received

discovery requests in a nationwide putative class action brought in Illinois that has now been

remanded to Illinois state court.  (See Pl. First Set Of Interrogs. And Req. For Produc. Of Docs.,

Rowan v. Ford Motor Company, No. 00-L-667 (Cir. Ct. of the 20th Jud. Cir., St. Clair County,

Ill.) (attached at Tab 1).)  Those discovery requests were made even though plaintiffs’ counsel in

that case were well aware of the pendency of this proceeding.  Indeed, on the very same day the

discovery requests were served, the plaintiffs’ counsel in that case informed Defendants that

Michael Hausfeld of Cohen, Milstein, Hausfeld & Toll, who co-chairs the MDL Plaintiffs’

Liaison Committee in this litigation (which Plaintiffs tout as the source of the federal-state

coordination efforts), would be serving as co-counsel in the Rowan case.  (See Notice Of

Association Of Counsel (dated Dec. 5, 2000) (attached at Tab 2).)2  In sum, it is difficult to

                                               
2 Although Plaintiffs represented to this Court the next day that none of the lawyers involved in the MDL
Plaintiffs’ management structure would be involved in competing state court cases, Defendants have not been served
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fathom that the Rowan plaintiffs’ counsel, who crafted their claims to avoid federal jurisdiction

and sought an expedited remand from the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Illinois

as soon as Defendants removed the case, went to such great lengths to escape this proceeding so

that they could voluntarily coordinate their state court case with the federal proceeding.

Plaintiffs’ counsel in several of the state court personal injury cases have similarly

indicated that coordination is not on their agenda.  Last week, Ford and Firestone received a 12-

inch stack of discovery requests from plaintiffs’ counsel in several personal injury cases pending

in Tennessee state court.  Not only are those requests duplicative of each other, but they also

substantially overlap with the discovery that Plaintiffs propose in this federal MDL proceeding.

For example, in one of the Tennessee cases, the document requests to Firestone contained 302

specifications, and the two sets served on Ford contained a total of 375 specifications.  (See Pl.

First Req. For Produc. To Def. Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc. and Pl. First And Second Reqs. For

Produc. To Def. Ford Motor Company, Carrasco v. Bridgestone, Inc., No. 00C-2951 (Davidson

County, Tenn.) (attached at Tab 3).)  These specifications seek documents related to, inter alia,

the engineering of the Firestone tires and Ford vehicles at issue, the relationship between

Firestone and Ford, advertising by the defendants, NHTSA’s investigation of Firestone tires, the

manufacturing processes at Firestone’s Decatur plant and any tire recalls conducted or

considered by Firestone or Ford anywhere in the world.  Not surprisingly, these requests overlap

significantly with the requests that Plaintiffs recently offered as a preview of what they intend to

seek in this MDL proceeding.

                                                                                                                                                      
with any notice indicating that Mr. Hausfeld has withdrawn from the Rowan case.  In any event, he has not achieved
discovery coordination in this instance.
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The “do-it-yourself” coordination Plaintiffs apparently believe has been achieved

is a chimera.  Defendants are being barraged with onerous and duplicative discovery requests,

demonstrating what should have already been obvious:  Absent judicial sponsorship, there will

be no real pretrial coordination among the pending cases.  Instead, the parties will become

bogged down in wasteful and duplicative exercises that will dramatically slow the resolution of

these cases, to the detriment of all involved.

Third, Plaintiffs’ extended argument about federalism and the Anti-Injunction

Act is a red herring.  Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ plan would “abandon the constitutional

bedrock of federalism” and violate the Anti-Injunction Act by requiring this Court to “stay” the

activities of state courts and by “impos[ing] this Court’s authority over other courts.”  (Pl. Sub. at

4, 8-12.)  These arguments grossly mischaracterize Defendants’ proposal.  While Defendants

urge that this Court reach out to state courts to achieve coordination of the discovery phases of

the federal and state court litigation, Defendants nowhere suggest that this Court should enjoin

any state court litigation or otherwise strong-arm state court judges into coordination.  Rather,

Defendants propose that this Court engage in informal conversations with state court judges in an

effort to reach agreement about how best to effectuate coordination that would be beneficial to

litigants and courts in both forums.  (Def. Comments at 11-12.)

Contrary to Plaintiffs’ intimations, Defendants believe that most state court judges

would be very receptive to the coordination proposed here.  Indeed, state court judges have often

actively sought coordination because they are loath to waste their limited resources on

duplicative pretrial matters.3   But if any state court judges decline, their cases will not be

                                               
3 See, e.g., In re Asbestos Prods. Liab. Litig., 771 F. Supp. 415, 421 n. 6 (J.P.M.L. 1991) (“state court judges
have communicated to the Panel that coordination among state courts and a single transferee court for the federal
actions is an objective worthy of pursuit”); see also Schwarzer,  78 VA. L. REV. at 1706 (describing interview with
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coordinated with the federal court proceeding.  Defendants are not in any way suggesting that

this Court should coerce state court judges into multi-jurisdictional coordination.

Finally, in accusing Defendants of disregard for the state court judges with tire-

related cases, Plaintiffs appear not to have read all “32 paragraphs” of Defendants’ “excessive

and overly-structured” plan.  (Pl. Sub. at 4.)  Far from trampling on the “constitutional bedrock

of federalism” (id.), Defendants’ proposed Case Management Order (“Proposed CMO”)

painstakingly details that the state courts will retain full jurisdiction over their cases:

• “The State Court will retain its full jurisdiction over [a] Coordinated State
Court Case and will conduct the trial of any and all contested issues in the
matter.  The [federal] MDL Court will have no jurisdiction over proceedings”
in such a case.  (Proposed CMO § IV.B)

• “All merits issues arising in [a] Coordinated State Court Case will be decided
by the State Court, including any motions to dismiss, motions for summary
judgment, or the like.”  (Id.)

• “None of the orders issued by the MDL Court in the MDL . . . proceeding will
control or otherwise apply to the State Court Personal Injury Case (except to
the extent that those orders govern the conduct of the MDL proceeding itself)
or be dispositive of any issues in [that] case.”  (Id.)

Fourth, Plaintiffs’ repeated references to “mature” state court litigation are

simply not supported by the record.  Over the past several months, Plaintiffs have repeatedly

stated that the tire-related personal injury cases constitute “mature” claims.  (See Pl. Sub. at 2, 8,

9, 14-16.)  With those “maturity” references, Plaintiffs appear to be arguing (a) that the Court

should not undertake coordination because the state court cases are ready for trial and (b) that

Defendants’ coordination plan would therefore slow down (not expedite) their resolution.  (Id. at

14-16.)  In reality, only one case alleging defects in the subject tires has actually proceeded to

                                                                                                                                                      
Judge J. Charles Thompson, Eighth District Court of the State of Nevada, in which he explains that he pursued
coordination in a series of cases stemming from a catastrophic fire in order “to prevent the ‘great duplication of
effort and money’ that would result ‘if both court systems were going to conduct discovery and hold hearings and
. . . settlement negotiations’”).
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trial.4  The vast majority (90 percent) of the state court personal injury cases and all of the state

court class actions were filed after the August 2000 recall announcement and are thus less than

five months old (and therefore presumably remain in their pleading/early discovery phase).

Indeed, more than 25 percent of these cases were filed after the creation of this MDL proceeding

on October 24, 2000.  If plaintiffs in those cases are ready for trial, it is unclear why they are

serving Defendants with onerous discovery requests, including requests for numerous

depositions.  Further, if this litigation is so “mature,” it is unclear why Plaintiffs in this

proceeding have foreshadowed a substantial discovery effort.

Fifth, Plaintiffs should not be allowed to eschew any formal coordination of

discovery and then demand the benefit of improper privilege rulings by state court judges.

Despite their strong opposition to any judicially supervised coordination and their ostensible

concerns about judicial federalism, Plaintiffs have no trouble asking that this federal Court

abdicate its right to rule on discovery issues in the MDL proceeding and bind itself to state court

decisions on privilege issues.  Indeed, Plaintiffs feel so strongly about this provision that they

seek to include it in the CMO twice – once in the coordination section and once in the discovery

section.  (See Proposed CMO §§ IV, IX.G.)  Plaintiffs’ proposal would undermine coordination

instead of promoting it, by giving plaintiffs the incentive to litigate privilege disputes in one

court after another until they find a court that rules their way.  This Court should not endorse a

proposal that would allow Plaintiffs to pick and choose among judicial rulings in order to ensure

that they benefit from the most lenient rulings in state court, while they reject real coordination

between federal and state courts that is conducted for proper (and not self-serving) purposes.

                                               
4 That case, Greenwald v. Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., No. CV95-03064 (Maricopa County, AZ), resulted in
a defense verdict.
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In sum, this Court has a golden (but fleeting) opportunity to expedite resolution

of this litigation and, at the same time, establish a federal-state court coordination model that

will benefit future litigants.   Contrary to Plaintiffs’ suggestions, the pending tire cases are well

suited for the type of federal court-state court coordination that Defendants propose.  All involve

similar core allegations, the same core defendants, and similar core discovery.  The vast majority

were filed almost simultaneously (that is, in the five months since Firestone announced the tire

recall), and few have progressed beyond the initial pleading stage.  The vast majority of the state

court cases (158 out of 210) are pending in just three states – Texas, California and Florida – and

as Defendants informed the Court last month, they are seeking to transfer cases to a limited

number of courts within each state to limit the number of points of coordination that will be

necessary.  Defendants have filed motions in California and Texas seeking to consolidate many

of these cases for pretrial proceedings and are seeking to centralize the Florida cases within each

county.5  One of these motions has already been granted – on December 22, 2000, Judge Darrell

Hester granted Defendants’ motion to appoint one judge to preside over pretrial matters in the

Fifth Administrative Judicial Region in Texas.  The other motions will be heard in short order.

Without question, coordination of these cases at this early stage will  “reduce

duplicative discovery, minimize the resource expenditures associated with discovery for both

parties, effectively manage judicial caseloads, and enhance the likelihood of …settlements.”

COURTS MANUAL at 16.  But the opportunity for such coordination is fleeting.  Soon, the state

court cases will begin to proceed in competition with the federal cases, defendants will be

bogged down with onerous, overlapping discovery requests emanating from hundreds of

                                               
5 (See Notice Of Filing Of Motions Seeking Coordination Of State Court Firestone Tire-Related Litigation In
Texas And California (filed Dec. 22, 2000).)
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different cases, plaintiffs’ counsel in the federal and state court cases will compete for strategic

advantage instead of coordinating for expedited resolution of their cases, this Court and

numerous state courts across the country will toil duplicatively on the same discovery issues, and

the opportunity to achieve meaningful coordination will be lost.

Dated:  January 3, 2001 Respectfully submitted,

___________________________ _____________________________
Hugh R. Whiting John H. Beisner
Mark Herrmann Stephen J. Harburg
JONES, DAY, REAVIS & POGUE O’MELVENY & MYERS LLP
North Point 555 13th Street, N.W., Suite 500 West
901 Lakeside Avenue Washington, DC  20004-1109
Cleveland, Ohio  44114 (202) 383-5370
(216) 586-3939

____________________________ ______________________________
Mark J.R. Merkle Randall R. Riggs
KREIG DEVAULT ALEXANDER  LOCKE REYNOLDS LLP
& CAPEHART, LLP 1000 Capital Center South

One Indiana Square 201 N. Illinois Street
Suite 2800 Indianapolis, Indiana  46204
Indianapolis, Indiana  46204-2017 (317) 237-3814
(317) 636-4341

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
BRIDGESTONE/FIRESTONE, INC. FORD MOTOR COMPANY
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__________________________________
Thomas G. Stayton
Ellen E. Boshkoff
BAKER & DANIELS
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Suite 2700
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Service of the foregoing was made to the following counsel of record this _____ day of

_______________, 2001:

Plaintiff’s Liaison Counsel-Personal Injury
William E. Winingham
Wilson Kehoe & Winingham
2859 North Meridian Street
P.O. Box 1317
Indianapolis, IN 46206
(via Hand Delivery)

Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel-Personal Injury
Mike Eidson
Colson Hicks Eidson
255 Aragon Avenue, 2nd Floor
Coral Gables, FL 33134-5008
(via Federal Express)

Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel-Personal Injury
Victor M. Diaz
Podhurst Orseck Josefsberg, et al.
25 West Flagler Street, Suite 800
Miami,FL 33130
(via Federal Express)

Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel-Class Action
Irwin B. Levin
David Cutshaw
Richard Shevitz
Cohen & Malad
136 North Delaware Street, Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2529
(via Hand Delivery)

Plaintiff’s Lead Counsel-Class Action
Don Barrett
Brian Herrington
Stephen Ashley
Barrett Law Office
404 Court Square North
P.O. Box 987
Lexington, MS 39095
(via Federal Express)

Counsel for Bridgestone Corporation
Thomas S. Kilbane
Robin G. Weaver
Joseph C. Weinstein
Squire Sanders & Dempsey LLP
4900 Key Tower
127 Public Square
Cleveland, OH 44114
(via Federal Express)

Counsel for Bridgestone Corporation
Thomas G. Stayton
Ellen E. Boshkoff
Baker & Daniels
300 North Meridian Street, Suite 2700
Indianapolis, IN 46204
(via Hand Delivery)

Counsel for Firestone, Inc.
Hugh R. Whiting
Mark Herrmann
Stephen J. Brogan
Jones Day Reavis & Pogue
901 Lakeside Avenue
Cleveland, OH 44114
(via Federal Express)
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Counsel for Firestone, Inc.
Colin P. Smith
Frances E. Prell
Edward F. Ryan
Holland & Knight
565 West Monroe Street, Suite 800
Chicago, IL 60603
(via Federal Express)

Counsel for Firestone, Inc.
Mark J.R. Merkle
Krieg DeVault Alexander & Capehart, LLP
One Indiana Square, Suite 2800
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2079
(via Hand Delivery)

Counsel for City Tire Service of Leesburg,
Inc. d/b/a Crystal River Firestone
Patrick B. Flanagan
Flanagan Maniotis & Berger
2586 Forest Hill Boulevard
West Palm Beach, FL 33406
(via Regular Mail)

Counsel for Duncan Auto Sales, Inc., Ford
Midway Mall, Inc., K-Mart Corp. and
Sunrise Ford Co.
Glen R. Goldsmith
Glen R. Goldsmith & Associates, P.A.
9130 South Dadeland Boulevard, Suite 1509
Miami, FL 33156
(via Regular Mail)

Counsel for Sears Roebuck Co.
Louis A. Lehr, Jr.
Aimee B. Storin
Arnstein & Lehr
120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 1200
Chicago, IL 60606
(via Regular Mail)

Counsel for Tire Plus Co.
Linda Skaggs
Sanders Conkright & Warren, LLP
10450 Holmes, Suite 330
Kansas City, MO 64131
(via Regular Mail)

Counsel for Autonation USA Corp.
Philip S. Gordon
Gordon Law Firm
4900 Woodway Drive, Suite 1250
Houston, TX 77056
(via Regular Mail)

Counsel for State Farm
Guy Barn, Regional Vice President
State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co.
22 State Farm Drive
Monroe, LA 71208-0001
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Illinois Class
Actions
Kevin B. Duckworth
Katherine Dedrick
Hinshaw & Culbertson
222 North LaSalle Street, Suite 300
Chicago, IL 60601-1081
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for South Carolina
Personal Injury and Class Actions
Joel Smith
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough
1330 Lady Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(via Regular Mail)
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Ford Local Counsel for West Virginia Class
Actions
Andrew B. Cooke
Minnie Urbanek
Flaherty Sensabaugh & Bonasso PLLC
200 Capitol Street
P.O. Box 3843
Charleston, WV 25301
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Louisiana Class
Actions
Mark Bodin
McGlinchey Stafford
643 Magazine Street
New Orleans, LA 70130-3477
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Mississippi Class
Actions
Walker W. Jones, III
Spencer Flatgard
Mike Dawkins
Barry Ford
Baker Donelson Bearman & Cadwell
4268 I-55 North
Meadowbrook Office Park
Jackson, MS 39211
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Eastern
Pennsylvania Personal Injury Cases and
Class Actions
Robert Toland
Dylan J. Walker
Cabaniss Conroy & McDonald LLP
Three Glenhardie Corporate Center
1265 Drummers Lane, Suite 200
Wayne, PA 19087
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Maryland Personal
Injury and Class Actions
Paul F. Strain
Carey Deeley
Venable Baetjer and Howard, LLP
1800 Mercantile Bank & Trust Company
Two Hopkins Plaza
Baltimore, MD 21201
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Florida Class
Actions
Wendy F. Lumish
Carlton Fields Ward Emmanuel Smith &
   Cutler, P.L.
4000 International Place
1000 S.E. Second Street
P.O. Box 019101
Miami, FL 33131-9101
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Southern Texas
Class Actions
Eduardo Rodriguez
Marjory Batsell
Rodriguez Colvin & Chaney, LLP
P.O. Box 2155
Brownsville, TX 78522
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Western
Pennsylvania Personal Injury and Class
Actions
Nancy R. Winschel
Dickie McCamey & Chilcote, P.C.
Suite 400, Two PPG Place
Pittsburgh, PA 15222-5402
(via Regular Mail)
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Ford Local Counsel for Texas Personal
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Paul Douglas Heard
Evan Kramer
Brown McCarroll & Oaks Hartline, LLP
2727 Allen Parkway, Suite 1300
Houston, TX 77019-2100
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Texas Personal
Injury and Class Actions
Michael W. Eady
Brown McCarroll & Oaks Hartline, LLP
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 1400
Austin, TX 78701-4043
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Michigan Personal
Injury and Class Actions
James P. Feeney
Feeney Kellett Wienner &Bush
35980 Woodward Avenue
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Louisiana Personal
Injury
Keith McDaniel
Pulaski Gieger & Laborde, LLC
Suite 4800, One Shell Square
701 Poydras Street
New Orleans, LA 70139
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Massachusetts,
Rhode Island and Connecticut Class Actions
William L. Parker
Sean R. Levin
Mark Newcity
Fizthugh & Associates
155 Federal Street
Boston, MA 02110
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Tennessee Class
Actions
Karyn Bryant
Boult Cummings Conners & Berry
414 Union Street, Suite 1600
Nashville, TN 37219
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Ohio Personal
Injury and Class Actions
Gary M. Glass
Thompson Hine & Flory LLP
312 Walnut Street, 14th Floor
Cincinnati, OH 45202-4029
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Florida Personal
Injury Cases
Francis M. McDonald, Jr.
F. Rand Wallis
Chad Lucas
Cabaniss Conroy & McDonald LLP
P.O. Box 2513
Orlando, FL 32802-2513
(via Regular Mail)
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Faison Middleton
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(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Southern California
Class Actions
Vicki E. Turner
Michael Kalt
Wilson Petty Kosmo & Turner LLP
550 West “C” Street, Suite 1050
San Diego, CA 92101-3532
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for California Personal
Injury
Hoot Gibson
Dan Rodman
Elizabeth Vanis
Snell & Wilmer LLP
1920 Main Street, Suite 1200
Irving, CA 92614-7060
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Arizona Personal
Injury
Douglas W. Seitz
Barry Toone
Snell & Wilmer LLP
One Arizona Center
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Missouri and
Kansas City Personal Injury and Class
Actions
Robert T. Adams
John F. Murphy
Paul Williams
Shook Hardy & Bacon LLP
One Kansas City Place
1200 Main Street
Kansas City, MO 64105-2118
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Tennessee Personal
Injury
Steve Marcum
Baker Donelson Bearman & Caldwell
3 Courthouse Square
Huntsville, TN 37756
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for Alabama Personal
Injury and Class Actions
D. Alan Thomas
Greg Schuck
Huie Fernambucq and Stewart LLP
Suite 800, Regions Bank Building
417 North 20th Street
Birmingham, AL 35203
(via Regular Mail)

Ford Local Counsel for New Mexico
Personal Injury
Gerald Dixon
Steve Scholl
Dixon Scholl & Bailey
707 Broadway Northeast, Suite 505
Albuquerque, NM 87102
(via Regular Mail)
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